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THE LAST PETITION 

IN 

THE LORD'S PRAYER. 



Bishop Lightfoot, the greatest of our Scholarly Divines, in a 
series of letters, addressed to the Guardian, has endeavoured to 
vindicate the revised rendering in the Lord's Prayer, * Deliver 
us from the evil one,' on the ground of the (1) diction of the 
clause itself, (2) the requirements of the context, (3) early exegesis, 
(4) theological propriety. Before examining some of his argu- 
ments, I prefer to begin with what the Bishop has omitted. 

I. The Probability of the Case. 

I ventiure to think that any argument drawn from the 
& priori probabilities of the case, either in favour o{ the 
Revisers' alteration or against it, deserves consideration, if we 
are to take into account every portion of the evidence before 
us, and save ourselves from a partial view and a consequently 
erroneous opinion of the matter. 

Taking up the argument from the probabilities of the case, it 
would certainly appear from the following considerations that the 
presumptions in favour of the authorised rendering, ' deliver us 
from evil,' are stronger than those in favour of the revised ren- 
dering, * Deliver us from the EvU One,* 

(1) There lies a presumption against the masculine rendering 
' The EvU One,^ as a designation of the Devil, and in favour of 
the neuter rendering ^Evil,* from the fact that the Devil is not, 
according to the New Testament usage, usuaUy styled ' the evil 
one,* llie Bishop himself admits that only in seven ca^s does 
the Greek word * certainly or almost certainly' signify Hhe evil 
one,' although wa must add that in some of these cases the most 
authoritative commentators are at variance with Bishop Light- 
foot, and apply the term to * evU,' abstract evil, and not to an 
evil spirit. On the other hand, the most usual designation of 
' the evil one,' Devil or bid^Xos, occurs, or rather recurs, more 
than thirty times in the Greek Testament, six times in the 
Gospel of St. Matthew alone, and, what is most to the point, it 
is the term used by our Lord at least five times. Another 
most usual designation for ' the evil one ' is ' Satan,' which is 
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alflo used by our Lord no fewer than twelve times, and recurs 
no fewer than thirty times in the New Testament. Again, the 
term Beelzebul or Beelzebub occurs seven times. Of the tm- 
"kiaucU designations of the Devil, * the evil one,' 6 vovrjpbsj is 
certainly used only four times (once only certainly in St. 
Matthew — ^xiii. 19) ; * the ruler of this world ' (6 apx(ov rov 
Koa-fxov TovTov) is used three times : and * the tempter * (6 ireLpd^iDv) 
is used twice. From these facts it is clear from the New 
Testament usage, to which the Bishop appeals, that the usual 
designation of the Evil Spirit is the Devil or Satan (Apoc. xiii. 
6 KoKovfievos 6 Au^oXos koX 6 'Sdravas — the old serpent, whose 
narm is the Devil or Satan). It is certainly at least more 
probable than otherwise that if our Lord had intended to 
•designate the Devil in the Lord's Prayer, he would have adopted 
the usfocd designation of the devil and not the more wmmM, 

S Looking at the universal and undogmatic character of 
rd's Prayer, and of the Sermon on the Mount, of which it 
forms a part, and with which it is in perfect harmony, there 
lies a very strong presumption against the introduction of the 
dogma of Satan's personality. The universal Fatherhood of God, 
his fatherly love, and fatherly care for his childreny is the key- 
note of the Sermon on the Mount, and in harmony with this 
the Lord's Prayer begins with an address to God as *Oy/r Farther. ^ 
Again, in the Sermon on the Mount we find no dogmatic teach- 
ing of the Satanic agency — it is the temptation of the world 
and the flesh rather than of the Devil that is suggested. The 
main topics presented besides the Fatherhood of God in the 
Sermon on the Mount are the distinct and detailed evUs of 
hypocrisy, spiritual pride, want of trust in God's providence, 
the evils of covetousness, impurity, hatred, censoriousness, and 
not the assaults of the ' Evil one ' as such. From this exclusion 
of distinct Satanic agency and Satanic personality from the 
Sermon itself, we draw a further presumption against its intro- 
duction in the Lord's Prayer. 

(3) Again, in the account of the Temptation by the evange- 
lists, though the Devil is repeatedly named, he is in no single 
case styled Hhe evil one,* but Diahohis and 8aiicm, in accord- 
ance with his usual designation. Now, if the devil had been 
styled * the evil one * in connection with our Lord's Temptation, 
described only a few chapters before, it would have formed 
a Very strong presumption in favour of the revised rendering 
here, ^ the evil one,' connected as the term is in the Lord's 
Prayer with the preceding clause, ' lead us not vnto temptaMon ' ; 
but as the designation of the Devil used in the account of the 
Temptation is not used in the Lord's Prayer, the presumption 
is clearly against 'the evil' having any special and distinct 
reference as a term of designation for the Tempter. 

(4) There is also a strong presumption in favour of the neuter 
rendering, and a corresponding one against the masculine 



veitderingy drawn from i^e fact that in modem Greek the ren- 
dmng IB undoubtedly neater and not mascaline. It is dwo t6 
wovrjpovy ' from ^ tvUy' and not airo t6p wovrfpovy * from the evil 
one.' This ia one of the many cases in which modem Greek 
helps us to solve many problems in the Hellenistic Greek of 
the New Testament — a consideration which ought to have 
weight with so eminent a scholar as Bishop lightfoot. 

I am aware that the presumptive evidence is in each of these 
four cases not of any great weight, but their combined weight 
certainly should have some effect in turning the scale where the 
evidence from other sources is so evenly bsdanced. 

Let us now examine Bishop Lightfoot's arguments from the 
diction of the clause itself, and from the requirements of the 
context. 

The Diction, 

The clause runs, aKka pvvan. riftJaLs mrh tov iromjpovy '' but de- 
liver us from the Evil [One]/ Let us look at these words 
one by one, and test the arguments drawn ^om them by the 
Bishop. 

(1) As the Bishop himself dismisses the force of aXXa, ' but,' 
for consideration in connection with the context, I shall follow 
his example in postponing its discussion. pv<raiy ^ deliver,* tiie 
Bishop admits, is consistent with the neuter rendenng of the 
disputed paissage. From the verb itself, therefore, no argu- 
ment can be drawn in favour of or against the revised ren- 
dering. But, says the Bishop, the preposition here, airhy 
suggests 'natiuraUy' a peraon. This is not so, for (a) we 
have no evidence that the natv/ral reference of carh is to a 
person rather than to a thing ; (0) and even if we had, it is 
well known that the natural and proper force of prepositions, 
as of other words in Greek, is modified by their correla- 
tion to and collocation with other words in the sentence, 
(y) According to ' the usage of the New Testament writers them- 
selves, who must here hold the foremost place as an authority,' 
we find that dmo is not used by the New Testament writers 
so frequently with reference to persons as the Bishop con- 
tends, but rather with reference to tJdngs, In St. Matthew's 
Gospel alone we find aTro used more than seventy times of thit^Sy 
and only about thirty times of persons, as will be seen by a 
reference to Bruder. (d) Again, i£ we combine the preposition 
and the verb together, as in the disputed passage before us, the 
Greek Testament usage, to which the Bishop appeals, is again in 
favour of a reference to things rather than to persons, and so in 
favour of the neuter and against the masculine rendering ; for we 
find that pvetrOai diro is used of things three times — Matt, xxvii. 
43 (where the object is clearly dnb rov aravpov), 1 Thess. i. 10 
(dirb rrjs opyrji), 2 Tim. iv. 18 ; on the other hand, we find only 
two passages (Bom. xv. 31 and 2 Thess. iii. 2) where the verb 



8 

pvta-Bcu, used with mrh refers to persons. Moreover, if we take 
the verb pveaBai in connection with the cognate preposition eicy 
which so frequently goes along with it, we find that this com- 
bination in the Greek Testament writers refers seven times ta 
things, and scarcely once, if at all, to persons. It is dear then 
from 'the New Testament usage' iliat the verb pv€a-6ai (to 
deliver), when used with the prepositions cue and aw6, which 
denote sepa/rationf refers rather to things than to persons; 
so that we are justified by New Testament usage in taking 
the object of the verb here to be ' evU ' And not ' iihe evil one/ 
the neuter and not the masculine, (r) Again, in 2 Tim. iv. 18, 
already quoted, we have not only the combination of the 
verb and preposition pvca-Om qtt^, *delvoer from,' as. in the 
last petition of the Lord's Prayer, in distinct reference to 
a neuter object — km pva-eral fie 6 Kvpios Airh iravros tpyov 
irovrfpov — but we have the word irovripov, which occurs in the 
Lord's Prayer, as well as an allusion to the kingdom of heaven 
and a doxology — 'the Lord will deliver me from every evil 
work, and will save me into his heavenly kingdom, to whom be 
the glory for ever and ever, amen.' In confirmation of this 
view of St. Paul's allusion to our Lord's Prayer, we may note 
that it is quite characteristic of St. Paul to describe and 
repeat the very words of our Lord, as for example when he 
describes and almost echoes our Lord's words by telling us to 
feed our enemies, and give them drink when thirs^, and 
describes death as a deep, and speaks of the seed that is not 
quickened unless it die ; and further, we may note by the way 
that an ancient, if not the most ancient, authoriiy for the 
doxology itself, namely the first Syriac version, reads only ' for 
thine is the kingdom and the glory, for ever and ever, amen,' 
omitting ' the power,' just as St. Paul here omits it. 

(2) With respect to roO Tromjpov, and its neuter or masculine 
force here, the Bishop maintains that the stress of the argu- 
ment from diction rests on the use of 6 iromipbs and Towomipovm 
the Greek Testament. Now the Bishop quotes (i. ) seven passages 
where the term (' evil ') in the Greek is certainly or almost 
certainly masculine. 

Matt. xiii. 19 : tpxercn 6 irovrfphs koL dpTrd^ti rh tairapfuvov. 
Matt. xiii. 38, 39 : ra de ii(dvid ela-iv oi viol rov novripoVf 6 de 

i'xBpbs 6 (nreipas avrd foriv 6 bid^oXos. 
Eph. vi. 16 : navra rh /SfXij rod Trovrjpov [to] venvpafiiva 

(r/Secrai. 
1 John ii. 13, 14 : on vtvuc^Kore t6p Trovrjphp • . Kai 

VtVlKTfKaTe TOV TTOvripov. 

1 John iii. 12 : ov xadas Kdiv ck tov nomfpov ^v. 

1 John V. 18 : 6 7rovrip6s ov;( Sfrmrai avrov. 

1 John V. 19 : 6 K6<rp,os Skos iv r^ irovrjp^ k€itm. 

(ii.) Passages where it is neuter : 



Luke vi. 45 : 6 dyaOos SyBpamos €k tov ayoBov Sija-avpov rrjs 
Kapbias avrov Trpo^cpei to dyaBov, Koi 6 irovrfpos [apdpamos] ck 
TOV novrjpov \j9rj<ravpov Trjs Kapbias avrov] Trpo<f>€p€i, to rrovrjpov. 
Horn. xii. 9 : diroarvyovvTcs to woinjpov. 

(iii.) Passages where the meaning is doubtful or doubted : 

Matt. V. 37 I TO 8c 7r€pi(r(r6v tovtchv eK tov irovrfpov etrriv. 

Matt. V. 39 : eyo) 8c Xeyco vpXv firj dpricrnjvai t^ Trovrjp^y aXX' 
ooTis cc pairliet ic.r.X. 

John xvii. 15 : ovk epaoTa ipa fyrjs avToifs €K tov jcocrftov aXX' 
ipa Trjprfoijs avrovs €K tov TTOinjpov, 

2 Thess. iii. 2, 3 : iva pva-d&ficv drrb to>v aToiroiv koi iroin]pS>v 
dvBposmoiv^ .... wiorhs dc itmv 6 KvpioSf hs cmjpl^eL vp-ds Koi 
<l)v\d^i dirh TOV irovripov. 

(1) Now, in his first category — that of passages where * the 
evil one' is ^certainly or aJmost certainly' designated — the 
Bishop has placed two passages at least — 1 John iii. 12, 1 John 
V. 19— -wherein scholars differ from the Bishop's view, and where 
the very form of expression renders the aUusion doubtful. In 
this category we find only three passages out of seven where the 
form of presentation leaves the masculine rendering undoubted, 
and the allusion ' to the evil one ' unambiguous. 

(2) In the second category the Bishop quotes only two passages 
out of three, at least, where the form of presentation, as well as 
the sense of the passage, leaves us no alternative but to accept 
the Greek word for ' evil ' in its neuter sense. The first passage 
is very important as not only occurring in the Sermon on the 
Mount, and therefore uttered by our Lord, but as giving, 
according to the best text, 6 irovripos, in the sense of ' the evil 
man,' not ' the evil spirit,' but to this I shall refer afterwards ; 
and the second passage, Romans xii. 9, is important as 
disproving the Bishop's assumption that t6 novrjpov is not used 
as an equivalent for t] irovrfpla, abstract eviL The Bishop, 
as I have hinted, omits altogether from the category of the 
certain usage of the neuter Matt. v. 11, cittcoo-i irdv wovripovy 

* they speak all marmer of eviL' Here we have the neuter of the 
word used as substantive in the sense of ^evil,' even without the 
article, the absence of which is naturally accounted for by the 
construction with the qualifying adjective, ndv 7roOT7p6i/='all 
evil ' or ' every evil,' while irdv to wovrjpbv would be ' all the evil,' 
or the * whole of the evil' (referring to some particular and special 
evil). The Vidgate renders by ' omne malum ' — * all evil,' not 

* totum malum ' — ' the whole of the evil.' Our B.evisers follow 
the A.V., ' all manner of evil,' rather inaccurately, translating as 
if the Greek word were iravrolov, * all marmer of Analogous to 
this omission of the Bishop's is his apology for excluding 
1 Thess. V. 22 from his category of the neuter usages, where the 
Greek runs dTro iravros ci8ovs novrjpov dn€Xfo-6e, keep yourselves 
off from every form of evil. Here the Bishop contends that it 
is difficult to take novrjpov as a substantive. The answer is : 

a5 
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(1) The Revisers and the A.Y. alike saw no such difficulty, 
nor did the Geneva translators, who render it aU manner of 
evil. (2) The absence of the article is accounted for by the 
analogous N.T. usage (Heb. v. 10-14), where we have koXov for 
the goody kukov for the bad, 

(3) In the third category of passages, ^ where the meaning is 
doubtful or doubted,' the Bishop places four passages. In two 
of these passages 6 novr^p^s clearly refers, according to high au- 
thorities^ to ' the evil man,* designated by the context, and not 
to 'the evil spirit* In the first of these (Matt. v. 37) the con- 
strxictive parallelism which pervades the Sermon on the Mount 
as well as other discourses of our Lord, as recorded by St. 
Matthew, prepares us to expect the neuter rather than the mas- 
culine at the close of the clause, to harmonise with the neiiter 
of the beginning. ' That which is more than these is from that 
which is evil.' Nor is it beside the question at issue to notice 
the fondness of St. Matthew for tbeuter forms, such as t6 prjBcv, 
t6 Syiov, &c. Again, St. Matthew's usage of t6 ncpia-a-bv for 
^ w€pura-€la explains his usage of t6 irovrfpop for fj novripia. In one 
of these doubtful cases — ^Matt. v. 39 : imtj dvriaTrjvai r^ Tromjpa — 
the Bishop himself admits our contention, * since,' he says, * the 
evil man is suggested by the word following ; ' while in 2 Thess. 
iii. 2, 3 — drrh rov iromjpov — the doubt expressed by commenta- 
tors lies rather between a reference to ' evU ' in general or to 
' the evil m/in* implied in the context — ottA rSiv otottodv koI 
irovr^p&v avBpGmcav — and not so much between such an interpre- 
tation and that of * the evil one ' — i.e. the Devil. 

Here three particular points, which go far to qualify the 
Bishop's argument for the masculine rendering in the Lord's 
Prayer, should be noticed. 

(1) The adjective novripos is used by our Lord at least twice 
more often to qualify things than persons. 

(2) It is used repeatedly in the New Testament to qualify 
men, the evil man as opposed to the good man, as in the very 
quotation the Bishop supplies from Luke vi. 45 : koi 6 wovripos 
(&v6poi7ros) €K Tov TTOVTjpov (dr}(ravpov rrjs Kapbias avTov) irpot^epei ro 
TTovrjp^v, If SO, then even if we admitted the masculine gender 
of Toi5 TTovrjpov in the Lord's Prayer, it would not necessarily 
prove the Bishop's case that * the evil spirit ' was referred to, 
but would only add very strongly to the probability, 

(3) The term 6 jrovrjpos is, as already shown, a most nmMual 
Resignation for the Devil in the Greek Testament, and, as we 
shall show, only justified by the context. Now, if there is some- 
thii^ in the context of the passages wherever it is used as such 
a designation to warrant its introduction, and there is no such 
warranty in the Lord's Prayer, it seems not unreasonable to 
suppose that there is no such designation of the Devil as is 
understood in the Lord's Prayer by the term rov irovrjpov. On 
this principle let us examine Bishop Lightfoot's seven cases, 
where he assumes there is an undoubted, or almost undoubted. 
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reference to Hhe evU one' in the Greek words used, (a) In 
Matthew xiii. 19, we are previously prepared by the context for 
6 wovrjpos, in the sense of * the evil one,' or * that evil one,' as 
an allusion to Satcm, otherwise Beelzebub, as our Lord * on that 
day ' had healed one possessed with a devil, and had repulsed 
the charge that He cast out devils by Satan, or Beelzebub, the 
prince of the devils. 

(j3) In Matthew xiii. the very nature of the Parable of the 
Tares, sown by * the enemy of man f' here designated byname as 
the Devil (6 biafioXos), prepares us to take roO irovrjpov in the 
sense of ' the evU one,' or * that evil one.' 

(y) In Ephesians vi. 16 we are prepared to accept ra /SeXn rov 
irovrjpov as * the darts of the evil one,' as the immediate context 
tells us to take the whole armour of God to make good our stand 
against the methodical attacks of the devil {ras fieBodcias rov 
Bia^6\ov). 

(8) In 1 John ii. 13, 14, the Devil is spoken of as ^ the evil 
one ' in evident contrast to * Jesus Christ the righteous ' one of 
verse 2. 

(f) In 1 John iii. 12 the threefold mention of the DevU (& 
hia^oXos) in the verse 8 preceding, makes it more than likely 
that cK rov irovrjpov refers to ' the evil OTie,'' and still more likely as 
it stands in marked contrast with ck rov Beov of verse 9, but the 
mention of the Devil by naw^e (6 biafio\os) quite prepares us for 
the allusion to him as * that evil one' 

{0 In John V. 18, 19, * the evil one,' as the Bishop admits, 
is a proper antithesis to ' the true God ' in the context^ truth 
and goodness being with St. John the antitheses of eod. 

Now neither in the Lord's Prayer, nor in the Sermon on the 
Mount, of which it forms an integral part, have we any men- 
tion, as in the cases pointed out, of the Devil by na/me, and 
scarcely an allusion to him, therefore there is no ground, as in 
the cases cited, for understanding rov irovrjpov in the sense of 

* the evil one,' Nor is there anything in the Prayer itself or its 
connection with the Sermon on the Mount to justify, as in 
the cases cited, our acceptance of the Greek words in the sense 
of the ' evil one.' It seems clear, then, that the only faithful 
rendering of tov novrjpov is * the evil' not * the evil one,' for 
the superadded ^one' is unwarranted by the Greek, which 
gives only two Greek words, not three, and is further un- 
warranted by the context, for there is no previous mention of 
the ' evil one,' and further unwarranted by the usage of the New 
Testament writers themselves, as we have shown, in connection 
with the verb here used, as well as by the application of the term 

* evil ' to things and not to persons, considerations which should 
clearly determine the force of the passage before us. 

Before examining Bishop Lightf oot's argument as drawn from 
the context I wish to point out (1) that he does a double injus- 
tice to the natural sense of the word irovrjpov by limiting it not 
only to m/yral evil but to the embodiment of all moral evU, as 
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in * the. evil one.' The word naturally comprehends evil, or 
rather trouble {7r6vo9) of all kinds, moral, material, temporal, and 
eternal, past, present, and future. The old rendering ^evil' 
does comprehend all that the Greek naturally and properly ex- 
presses, but the new rendering ' the evilone^ limits the meaning of 
the Greek to a special form of evil, and for such a limitation it 
is certainly incumbent on the innovator to vindicate the innova*- 
tion. (2) By rendering rov Trovrjpov * the evil one ' the Revisers 
are in effect not translating but mterpreting. They are reading 
into the Greek what they do not literally find in the Greek. 
It may be, and indeed has been, objected to this, that all trans- 
lation is interpretation, carrying with it necessarily the trans- 
lator's own bias and point of view, however unconsciously, and 
that to translate ' evil ' here is only another ex paHe interpre- 
tation. Not so, for 'evU,^ as the more comprehensive term, 
does not exclude ' the Evil one,^ or any spiritual evil, but ' the 
evil one' does exclude all evil, except spiritual evil, and that 
personified, and is, therefore, a paHial and one-sided mterpreta- 
tion, and not a translation. Here we will venture to quote the 
high authority of Sir Edmund Beckett, in his remarkably ^ble 
work just come to hand. 

Moreover, no translators are required, nor have any right, where 
it is not necessary, to make an interpretation of any ambignons or 
general words, for which an equally general translation can be 
given. For all practical purposes we must treat the rod iromipov as 
original, whether the Bishop's suggestion that the Prayer may have 
been originally spoken in Greek to the multitude is accepted or not. 
Bat it is not impossible that our Lord may have repeated it in Greek 
more privately; and it is not only possible but certain that the 
ambiguity or generality of irovripov was as well known to the Holy 
Ghost and the Evangelists as it is to us ; and yet there it is. If we 
were intended to pray for deliverance only from the EJvil one, and 
not from all evil, every day, I do not see how it is possible to 
doubt that we should have been plainly told so. Nothing could 
have been simpler than to say diafi6\ov instead of vovripov. It is no 
answer that vovTipov is used in other places where it is either equally 
doubtful or certainly means iiia$6kos. For where it is certain it 
takes care of itself ; and in not one of the doubtful texts does it 
practically signify which it means. Here it plainly does signify. 
If * evil ' excluded * the evil one,* the Revisers might say that trans- 
lation interprets it as much as theirs : but it does not. Everybody 
remains at liberty to interpret it for himself, or to think of the 
devil as being included in all evil— personal, concrete, abstract, 
physical, spiritual : for rod irovripov and * evil ' are wide enough to 
Include them all. As the Bishop himself says, the tempter is brought 
to our thoughts just before by * temptation.* On the other hsmd, 
the argument that the devil is the author or cause of all evil asserts 
much more than we know ; and it is quite out of the question to 
expect it to be tacitly received. To insert him there leaves the 
Prayer without any general petition against evil, though it begins 
with asking for all manner of good. 
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(3) But, even if we take Trovrjpov here as masculine, it is 
rather interpretation than translation to render it, in the 
absence of evidence to support the rendering, ' the evil one,' 
as the natural and general meaning of the term as used in the 
Greek Testament and elsewhere is the evU man^ and not ' the 
evU spirit,' The term 6 novripos is either generic or specific — 
it means either the man that is evil generally, or the evil 
one specifically. Now if the term is specific in the Lord's 
Prayer (granting the masculine gender, for sake of argument) 
we have a right to expect that such a usage would comply with 
the characteristic conditions of a specific usage, as in other 
cases of adjectives used with the article as subtantives, or with 
a substantive understood, which presuppose that the special 
objects or persons alluded to by the specific term are either 
so well known that they need not be more distinctly desig- 
nated, or that they have been abeady so distinctly designated 
in the context. Take, for example, St. Matt, xxv., the 
Parable of the Ten Virgins, where the term Virgins, napOeuoi, 
is mentioned in the early part of the Parable, but tmderstood 
with the descriptive adjecUves acting as substantives — ver. 8 : al 
de fi<apm rals ^povlpLois cirrov — *but the foolish said unto the 
vdse ; ' or, * those foolish ones said unto those wise ones ' (already 
mentioned). Now it has been shown, with respect to 6 novrjposy 
that it does not fulfil these conditions of a specific term to 
designate the Devil, for it has no such warranty in the context or 
text of the Lord's Prayer or Sermon on the Mount in the way of 
aUiision, and it has certainly no warranty from N. T. usage as 
the tisual and well-understood designation of the Devil. When 
the term o iTovr)p6s is used of the DeviL, the very nature of the 
context justifies this description, rather than designation, of < the 
evil one,' as we have shown already — a justification conspicuous 
for its absence in the Lord's Prayer. Nor should we forget that 
in all such cases the conception of the Devil's personal agency 
for evU is the leading conception of the writer. It is the evil one 
that taketh away the good seed soyni (Matt. xiii. 1). It is the 
evil one that assanilts (Eph. vi. 16 ; John ii. 13, 14). Whereas in 
the Lord's Prayer the only conception of personal agency 
present is that of God, and not of the DevU. 

The Context, 

Bishop Lightfoot argues as follows from the context of the 
Lord's Prayer : * If the tempter is mentioned in the second 
clause, then, and then only, has the connection p-rj , , . dWd . . . 
its proper force. If, on the other hand, tov novripov be taken 
as neuter, the strong opposition implied by these particles is no 
longer natural, for * temptation ' is not coextensive with * evil.' 
We should rather expect in this case, ^ And deliver us from 
evil.' Several of the Fathers remark that St. Luke omits the 
last clause dWa pvacu fip.as dno rov jrovripov^ because he gives the 
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prayer in an abridged form, and this petition was practically 
involved in the other. The comment is just, if rov wovrjpov be 
masculine, but not so if the neuter be adopted. Thus the con- 
text decidedly favours the masculine. Nor is it an insignificant 
fact that only two chapters before the Evangelist has recorded 
how the Author of this prayer found Himself face to face with 
temptation (iv. 1, 3), and was delivered from the Evil One.' 

It may be replied — (1) That ' the proper force ' of the con- 
nection fti) . . . (do not) clKXci — ' but ' may hold good, as far as 
Greek usage goes, as well as the sense, by the rendering, * Lead 
us not into temptation, but deliver us from evil ' (from all evU, 
or from the evU to which we are tempted, or by which we are 
tempted), quite as much as by the rendering ^ Lead us not into 
temptation, but deliver us from the evil one, or the tempter.* 
To assume that ^ if the tempter is mentioned in the second 
clause,' then, and then only, have the contrasting particles their 
proper force, is to assume a rule of interpretation not according 
to Greek usage. For, according to this usage, the contrasting 
particles either contrast the words before which they imme- 
diately stand, or the two clauses of the same sentence, or the 
two sentences in immediate connection. In St. John viii. 51 
Jesus says, ' I have not a devil, hut I honour my Father,' where 
the force of the contrasting particles might be rendered, ^I 
have not a devil, but (what is quite omother thing, d\\a'» 
aXXo) 1 honour my Father.' Here the two clauses are con- 
trasted together. So too in St. Matthew xiii. 21, 'It hath not 
root in itself, hut endureth for a time,' i.e. ' but (what is quite 
another thing) it lasts for a short time.' So too the contrasting 
particles in the Lord's Prayer point to a contrast of clauses, 

* lead us not into temptation,' but, what is quite another thing, 

* deliver us from evil.' 

(2) The Bishop's argument here virtually implies that there 
is no ^temptation except from Hhe evil one,' against the teach- 
ing of Holy Scripture and his own Church, that we may be 
tempted by the world, and the flesh, as well as the Devil. The 
Bishop forgets * the sim, that dweUeth in me,' * the irdquity of the 
flesh,' and the strong language of St. James, that a man is 
tempted of his own lust. It is not a little singular that 
St. Chrysostom, whom the Bishop quotes in favour of his own 
rendering Hhe evil one,* writes in one of his homilies, 'Many 
sin without the devil. He does not do everything, many things 
come of our own slothfulness.' 

(3) The fact that 'temptation,' is not only not coextensive 
with 'evil,' but actually a blessed thing as St. James shows, 
under certain conditions, and further that the Greek word means 
simply and properly '^ai,* rather suggests that 'the tempter 
is not mentioned in the second clause,' so that the force of the 
contrast might be better expressed — 'Lead us not into trial, 
but, if we are led into it, deliver us from its evilJ 
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(4) The Bishop's argument from St. Lnke's omission of 

* Deliver us from evil,' on the ground of its being practically 
involved in the preceding petition, according to the view of some 
of the Fathers, proves too much, for only a little before deliver- 
ing the Lord's Prayer its Divine Author warned His disciples 
against * vain repetition ' and ' much speaking ' in prayer after 
the Heathen fashion. Now if the petition 'deliver us from 
evil ' was practically involved in the previous petition, as the 
Bishop implies, then our Lord, by repeating a petition which 
was already practically made, was not only guilty of the very 
fault against which He warned His disciples, but He deviated 
from that most characteristic feature of the prayer, observed in 
every other petition, its simplicity and terseness of expression, 
and the absolute distinctness and comprehensiveness of its peti- 
tions. * When,' says Bishop Andrews, * we pray we be led not 
into temptation, we desire that we do noeirU ; when we pray that 
we may be delivered from evil, we pray not to suffer any evil,' 

(5) Again, if we look to the New Testament usage, to which 
the Bishop appeals, and more especially to our Lord's words 
elsewhere — as in Matt. zxvi. 41 ; Mark xiv. 3d ; Luke zxii. 40 
(fjLfi €la0^.6rjfr€ els neipaa-ixov, * Enter not into temptation '), we shal 
find that, so far are they from ' suggesting at once the tempter,' 
according to the Bishop's surmise here, they suggest rather 

* the ewi' of temptation from vjithin, for our Loid adds as a reason 
for His warning, * the spirit is willing, but the flesh is weak,' 
just as St. James (i. 14) declares that ^ the evil man is tempted, 
when drawn away and ensnared by his ovm lust.' 

(6) If the term ' temptation ' ' naturally suggested the ' temp- 
ter,' according to the Bishop, and nothing but the tempter, we 
venture to say that it would be more natural to suppose for 
several reasons that we should not have had ' the evil one,' but 

* the tempter,' in the text of the Lord's Prayer, (a) This would 
further have been in direct accordance with New Testament usaofe 
of the cognate word, as in 1 Thess. v. 5, ' the tempter tempted 
you ' {iniipaa-ev vfias 6 Trcipafwi/). (/3) It would have been only in 
harmony with the analogy of the cognate and quasi-cognate 
character of our Lord's words as recorded in the Gospels, and 
specially in the Sermon on the Mount, of which this prayer 
forms a part, just as we find Matt. v. 19, €pro\S>v cXaxtoro)!/, 
eXdxia-Tos KkqdrjtTcrai — * these least commandments, shall be 
called least' ; v. 35, vitottcSlov tS>v TrobS>v avrov — ' the footstool of 
hifl feet ' (see also vi. 16, 19, &c. ; vii. 1). But what is more to 
the point is this, that this very cognate usage occurs in theLord's 
Prayer itself, and in the very petition preceding the last, where 
the English exactly renders the Greek, * Forgive us our trespasses, 
as we forgive them */ia* trespass against us.' Here then ^tres- 
passes,' which suggested 'that trespass' of the succeeding clause, 
is expressed in a cognate term, whereas in the last petition, had 
'temptation' suggested 'the tempter' as a personal agent, we 
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should by analogy have had the cognate term Hhe tempter* 
which is used elsewhere of the Devil, than which nothing could 
have been more appropriate, nothing more in keeping with the 
norma loquendi of our Lord. 

(7) If in the Temptation of our Lord, to which the Bishop 
alludes as going a little before the Sermon on the Mount, the 
tempter had been called * the evU one ' by our Lord or by the 
narrator, his remarks would have had much argumentative 
force ; but from the fact that no such term as * the evil one * is 
given to the Devil in cmy account of our Lord's temptation, the 
presumption is strongly against any special allusion in this case 
to him in connection with the term tevrvptation. For what are 
the facts? Our Lord designates and addresses the Devil as 
' Sato/ny' not as ' the evil one ' ; and the Evangelists, in every 
case where the Temptation is described, designate the Devil as 
Diabolus or Satan, except once, when he is spoken of sa ^ the 
tempter,' 6 ntipdCcDv, and most naturally in their account of the 
Temptation, but only after the designation of the Devil as 
Diaholus, while in no case is he designated ' the evil one.' 

(8) Now, in the Jewish Liturgies described by Dean Pri- 
deaux and others, on which the Lord's Prayer is said to be 
based, the sixth petition, which pleads for the forgiveness of 
sin, is followed by a prayer, not for deliverance from ' the evil 
one,' but from * (dl affliction,' and for redemption with a perfect 
redemption, 'for thy name's sake.' It is remarkable that there 
is no mention of the DevU, Here I may add the testimony 
of the learned John Gregory, which, though different in detail, 
comes to the same conclusion : — 

Note that our Lord gathered up His form of prayer out of the 
traditions of the Elders. It must not seem strange to you : if you 
know how to consider of it, you will perceive that nothing could be 
more purposely done. 

That it was so will be easily evident from this re-collection 
out of their own euchologaes. < Pater noster qui es in cselis, fac 
nobis gratiam. Nomen tuum, Domine Deus noster, sanctificetur, et 
memoria tua glorifioetur in caelo desuper et super terram infra.* — 
Seder Tephill. lAmtom. p. 115, < Regnum luum regnet super nos in 
seculum, et in aeternum.* — Sepher Hammuamr, 49, 1. * Pii priores 
dicebant, Bemitte et condona omnibus iis qui vexant me.' — Com, 
in. Pvr%, Avoth, fol. 24. *Ke inducas nos in manus tentationis, 
sed libera nos ab occursu mall.* — Seph, HammuMor, 9, 12. i^ 

•man ni^on nv D^io^iy^i «^n n^K^ n^a^on, 'Quia tuum est 

regnum, et regnabis gloriosd in secula seculorum/ i,e. — 

• Our Father which art in heaven, be gracious imto us. Lord 
our God, hallowed be Thy name, and let the remembrance of Thee 
be glorified in heaven above and upon earth here below. Let Thy 
kingdome reign over us now and for ever. The holy men of old 
said, Bemit and forgive unto all men whatsoever they have done 
against me. And lead us not into temptation, but deliver us from 
the evil thing. For thine is the kingdome, and Thou shalt reign in 
glory (or power) for ever and for evermore.* 
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The Argvment from the Catechism, the Litu/irgies, cmd the 

Versions. 

As the arguments of Bishop Lightf oot from the ancient Litur^ 
gies have been amply answered by Canon Cook, and those 
drawn from the ancient versions have been indirectly answered 
by Dr. Malan, I have very little to add to what has been so 
ably urged by authorities so eminent. 

Bishop- lAghtfoot's quotation from the Catechism, that we 
desire in the last petition of the Lord's Prayer our Heavenly 
Father to keep us * from our ghosUy enemy ' and * from all sin 
and wickedness,' is anything but a fair vindication of the 
rest/ricted and exclusive rendering of the Bevisers' ^from the evil 
one,' which applies * to our ghostly enem/y,* and to him alone, and 
not Ho aU sin cmd wickedness,' whereas the old rendering 
of the Authorised Version, and of every version in our 
language before it for a thousand years — 'from emZ' — com- 
prehends ' the evil one/ and ' all sin and wickedffiess,' and 
is in perfect harmony with the petitions of otir Litany, * From 
all e^ and mischief; from sin, from the works and assaults 
of the devil — ^from all the deceits of the world, the flesh, 
and the devil.' It is not outside of the question to note 
that the Litany of the Church of England here follows the 
Liturgical petitions of the Early Church, in paraphrasing the 
last petition in the Lord's Prayer — * Deliver us from evil ' — and 
extending it to all kinds of evil. Li St. Mark's Litiirgy, for 
example, there is a prayer for deliverance from all ewvy, all 
fear, all tem^iitation, all satawic influence, all plotting against us 
of evil men, (novrfpav av$pa>ir<av) as well as deliverance &om ' the 
evil one (rov novripov) and aU his works.' So in the Liturgy of 
St. James the petition is to be delivered from all tribulation, 
anger, danger, necessity, the assaults 0/ ot(r enemies ('ghostly 
and bodily '). 

The ancient Liturgies, according to the Bishop, are ^ most valu- 
able witnesses,' and accordingly he quotes the Greek jLiturgies of 
St. James, St. Mark, and the Latin Liturgy of Adoeus, to show 
that these Liturgies are in favour of the masculine rendering ; 
and observes : ' The meaning of the first and third is obvious. 
The first paraphrases ''deliver us from the Evil One and his 
works, from aU his insolence and plotting"; the third, "deliver 
and save us from the Evil One and his hosts." The second is< 
not quite so explicit ; but its bearing is obvious. The explana- 
tion of airo rov wovripov appears in the words, " Thou hast given 
us power to tread upon serpents and scorpions, and upon all the 
power of the Enemy."' 

Now it may be answered (1) that it is rather inconsistent of 
the Bevisers to have laid so much stress on the Liturgies in 
interpreting the Lord's Prayer in its last petition, and to have 
rejected their authority for the admission of the Doxology, for. 
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if they are valuable witnesses for the one, why not for the 
other ? (2) The occasional interpretation of o novrjpos as ' the 
Evil One ' in some of the Liturgies is in some degree explained 
by the too prevalent belief in demoniacal possession, at a time 
when every lunatic and silly creature was supposed to be 
possessed by the evU one, 'Liturgies grew by accretion and 
development/ says the Bishop, and in the expansion of the 
Lord's Prayer called embolismus the development of the 
superstition of the day naturally found its expression, and 
especially in the Eastern Church, from which the Western 
was comparatively free, and so, as the Bishop reminds us, 
* The Latin-speaking people embodied in their Eucharistic 
service the interpretation ("evil," not "the evil one") 
which appears in the Latin Fathers from Augustine onwards ; 
and so the embolismus of the Western Church was as com- 
prehensive as the Lord's Prayer itself, being "Libera nos 
qusesumus, Domine, ah onrni malo^* — "Deliver us, we pray 
thee, O Lord, from aU evU.'*' (3) Now the embolismus, 
which the Bishop contents himself with describing mainly as 
an expansion of the last petition, is far more adequately 
thus described by a writer on Embolisms in Archdeacon 
Cheetham's most valuable Dictionary of ChrigHa/n Antiquities. 
'An inserted or intercalated prayer, the name given to the 
TOayer which, in almost all ancient Liturgies, follows the Lord's 
Prayer, founded on one or both of the two last petitions. It is 
BO called because it is interposed here, and what had been 
already asked in the Lord's Prayer is expanded, and it is more 
clearly expressed what evils we seek to be delivered from, viz. 
past, present, and future, together with the saints by whose 
intercession we strengthen our prayer, viz. the B. Y. St. Mar^, 
St. Peter, St. Paul, and St. Andrew (Bona, Bev. lAtwrgy, li. 
c. 15 and 2). Amalarius (a.d. 816) says of it, "in consumma- 
tione orationis venit clausula universas petitiones et preces 
nostras coUecta brevitate concludens." (4) The Liturgy of St. 
James does not, as the Bishop seems to assume, mnit the 
term "evil" in the Lord's Prayer to the ''EvU One,'* 
for even in the embolismus of St. James's Liturgy the prayer 
is "to be delivered from the EvU One," amd ''from his vxyrks,'' 
So in the liturgy of Adoaus the Evil One is not mentioned alone, 
though all evil in one sense is the work of the Evil One, but 
'"with his hosts," Again, in the early part of St. James's 
Liturgy occurs the prayer, "Deliver %ls from eveiy diabolical 
temptaUon and h/uma/n temptation ; for we are not able, without 
Thy help, to overcome the things that oppose us." The words 
pvtrai rjfias airh jravrhs ntipaarfiov dtafioKucov re Koi dvBpionivov 
clearlv show that according to this very Liturgy the mind of 
the Church did not limit temptaiion to evil to the EvU One, 
and, further, did not limit "the evil" to be prayed against 
"to the EvU One.'' In the same liturgy prayer is made for 
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deliverance from the flesh, the world, and devil, ''from pol- 
luting lusts, from the deceit of the world, from the activity 
of the Devil, and from every evil work " {dtro fuap&v iiriBvfumv 
Koi KoafiiKrjs mrarris Koi irda-qs Sia^oKuajs ivcpytiaSy kou. amh iravr^s 
rrovTfpov irpaytxaros). In no case does the Liturgy of St. James 
set forth ''the JEvU One'* apart from other forms of evil, not 
even in the expansion of rod novripovy while in some passages 
"evil'^ (irovTjpoy) is depicted as something distmct from Sie 
''Evil One.'" 

To this I add the high authority of Canon Cook, who, in his 
masterly reply to Bishop Lightf oot in dealing with the Liturgies, 
writes : ' Two points are specially to be noted with regard to this 
portion of the Liturgies. 1. It comes after the Lord's Prayer, 
to which it gives a practical application — an application, how- 
ever, which, in the liturgies of St. James and St. Mark, differs 
both in form and substance not only from the Western Liturgies, 
but from those used in other Eastern Churches. It is, there- 
fore, the portion in which changes might be and were probably 
made, expressing devout subjective convictions, and not afifeci- 
ing any settled point of ritual observance. 2. The Embolismug 
does not appear to have formed part of any of the earliest 
Liturgies. Its very name intimates that it was an intercalation. 
We luive full notices of the forms in use throughout the East 
before the flfth century, in the catechetical discourses of Cyril 
of Jerusalem, in other early writers, and in the homiHes of 
Chrysostom quoted by Palmer and other authorities on ques- 
tions of ritual. They all mention the use of the Lord's Prayer, 
of which Cyril gives a full exposition, but in none of them is 
there any reference to an Embolismus. None is found in two 
ancient Liturgies, those of Chrysostom and Basil, in general 
use about the tenth century. In the Western Liturgies it differs 
altogether in form, being on the one hand much shorter, on the 
other giving a different exposition of this last petition in the 
Lord's Prayer ; in the Roman and Ambrosian rites (quoted by 
the Bishop) it stands thus — " Libera nos qusesumus Domine ab 
omni malo.'' That which I have quoted (see Letter ^ p. 17, note) 
takes the same view, the view which, as the Bishop has E^own, 
was universally accepted by the great Churches of Western 
Christendom after the time of Augustine, which, in my opinion, 
was the only one known in these Churches from the first 
preaching of the gospel. The remarks which I have made upon 
the Liturgy of St. James apply with even greater force to that 
which bears the name of Mark, in which whole pages of late 
interpolations will be found in Neale's Tetralogia, As might be 
expected, that Liturgy and the Coptic of uncertain date — ^not 
later than the seventh century, but probably not much earlier 
in its present form — ^bear strong marks of the influence of Origen 
and of his followers in the Alexandrian school.' 

(5) Now the Liturgy of St. James, on which the Bishop 
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lays so much stress, was interpolated out of the Liturgy of the 
Ohurch of Constantinople, which according to Ohrysostom not 
only habitually prayed for those aMcted with evil spirits, 
but even recognised a regular body of ' exorcists ' as part 
of its organised ministry ! Now if the ascetic spirit of one 
corrupt age in the Church actually interpolated * fasting ' into 
the Sacred Text as an accompaniment of prayer, it is not to be 
wondered at that an age of exorcism, interpreted ' the Evil ' of 
the Lord's Prayer too exclusively of the * Evil One.* 

(6) The Liturgy of St. Mark gives prominence to this inter- 
pretation of Tov TTovrjpov in a personal sense as ' the Evil One,' 
because in this Liturgy a marked prominence is given to the 
condition of those troubled with unclean spirits, as we see by 
such prayers as these, roifs vno irvevfiorav aKaddproiv €vox^ovfi€vovs 
taa-ai — ' Heal those who are troubled by unclean spirits.' But 
that the etU of the Evil One was not to the mind of the early 
Ohurch the exclusive meaning of the petition 'Deliver us 
from the evil' in the Lord's Prayer, but only a special appli- 
cation of it, is clear from other piurts of the same Liturgy, 
as well as from the embolismus itself. For prayer is made 
for deliverance from' aU temptation, aU Satanic working, 
all plotting of evil men' {irdvra rreipaarfihp, irafrav (rarapiKriv 
ivepyeuiP, iraaav novrjp&p dvBptairfov eTrifiovXrjv). Here we may 
add that in other Liturgies of the Eastern Church we find 
similar prayers for those possessed with devils, the same dis^ 
tinction drawn between the temptations of the world, the flesh, 
and the Devil, the self -same term ' evil ' {wovrfpos) applied to 
ihougktSy deeds, and men, while nowhere specially and distinctly 
is the Devil termed 6 novripos opaH from Ms works, while he is 
just as in the New Testament, spoken of as Satan and the 
Devil, and his works as Satanic and Diabolic, and even the 
Bishop's own quotation shows that Satan was rather designated 
in the Liturgies ^ the enemy ' than the evil one. The Greek Litur- 
gies merely prove at the utmost the interpretation of tov novqpov 
of the early Greek Church — an interpretation which after all 
does not limit rov novrfpov to the person of the ' Evil One ' as 
the Revisers limit it, but extend it to his works, and is further 
qualified by the fact that, as in the Greek Testament, scarcely any- 
where if at all is o rrovrjpos alone taken to be the ^ Evil One,' 
except where the Devil is personally designated as Diabolus or 
Satanas, or the allusion to his personal agency is clear from the 
context. The little gained by the app^ to the Liturgies in 
favour of the masculine rendering by Bishop Lightfoot is more 
than counterbalanced by the usage of the Western Church, 
which, as he admits, adopts the neuter rendering — ' from evil.' 
All that Bishop Lightfoot really gains by his appeal to the 
Liturgies is that the Greek Church at a particular period, re- 
markable for its superstitious practices of exorcism, took the 
words TOV irovrfpov to mean ' the evil one and his works ' ; but 
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this gives no fair warranty to limit rod Trowjpov to the Evil 
One, and to him alone, as the Revisers have done. 

(7) It is beyond dispute, however, that the present Greek 
Church, which prides herself oil her loyalty to the primitive 
interpretation of Holy Scriptures, not only, as I have already 
shown in the translation of the Lord's Prayer, renders ' evil ' 
as rieuteTj not as masculine, but in the Longer Catechism, which 
is the most authoritative standard of her teaching, thus ex- 
plains the seventh petition : ' We ask in it deliverance^om all evil 
that can reach us in the world, which since the fall lieth in wicked- 
ness (observe not the wicked one, as Bishop Lightfoot has it), but 
especially from the evil of sin, and from the evil suggestions 
and powers of the spirit of evU, which is the Devil ; ' and in the 
Shorter Catechism, or Orthodox InsUUUions of Eastern ChM/rck 

S published at Athens), it runs, *That is, firom aU Mn, and 
rom all that drags us into sin,' airh rraaav dfuipriavj x.r.X. 

(8) I have neither the leisure nor the learning to follow 
Bishop Lightfoot in his learned and able discussion of the vari- 
ous ancient versions, but on this point I think he has been 
amply answered by Canon Cook and by Dr. Caesar Malan, six 
of whose renderings of the earliest versions I give in the 
Appendix. One remark only I venture to make on this point, 
and that is, that no single ancient version of the Lord's Prayer 
in English, and scarcely any modem one, gives us the rendering 
the ^ evil one,* — The early Saxon versions of the Gospels give 
us ' ac alys us of yiie/ ^firom emZ,' not the ^evU one.* So that 
the Revisers, by their deliberate rejection of ' evil ' and their 
substitution of ^ the evil one,' have virtually condemned a ren- 
dering sanctioned from time immemorial in the Anglican Church, 
and consecrated to our use by a thousand g onor a t it n s, they have^ 
set at naught also the rendering and the interpretation of the 
Western Church, and they have condemned that of the modem 
Eastern Church, mainly on the ground of an occasional misin- 
terpretation in the Eastern Liturgies, which have been grossly 
interpolated and cannot be accepted as fairly representing the 
mind of the Church. Can Bishop Lightfoot seriously suppose 
that all Christendom is in error on this point except the Revisers 
and himself? I ought, however, in justice to some of the 
Revisers, to state, without any breach of confidence, that three 
of them have most kindly expressed their full concurrence with 
my views and arguments. One of them writes : * r6 novrfpop is 
no doubt familiar enough to Hellenistic Jews. It is in the 
LXX, and you will find it in Mace. i. 15.' And another writes 
' that if the last petition is personal, it is the only one that is so 
in the Lord's Prayer.' 
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APPENDIX. 



'1. STriac. Peshito. (lst-2nd Century ; ed. Widmanstad, 1566.) 
St. Matt. yi. 9-12. Ab€n SPhashma/yo, J^e. — Our Father which a/rt 
in the heavens, hallowed be Thy name; Thy kingdom come, Thy 
will be done, as in heaven, so (in or) on the earth. Give ns the 
bread of onr need this day ; and forgive (or remit) ns our debts, as 
even we have forgiven (or remitted to) onr debtors. And bring ns 
not into temptation, bat deliver ns from the evil ; For (of Thee) 
Thine is the kingdom, and the power, and the glory, unto all 
ages. 

< 2. Syriac. (Canon Ctireton*s very ancient Recension ; London, 
1868). St. Matt. vi. 9-12. Ahm cPbathmH/yo, ^o.— Our Father 
which curt in heaven, hallowed be Thy name. Thy kingdom come, 
and Thy wills be done, in earth as in heaven. And give us our 
(constant or) daily bread of to-day ; And remit (or forgive) us our 
debts, as we also remit them to (or forgive) our debtors. And 
make us not come into temptation ; but deliver us from the evil. 
For (of Thee) Thine is the kingdom and the glory, unto all ages. 
Amen. 

< 3. Sahidic. (2nd-3rd Century ? ed. Gk)d. Woide. Oxford, 1799.) 
St. Matt. vi. 9-12. JBeneidt et hen enipeie, ^o. — Our Father which 
art in lieaven, hallowed be thy name ; Thy kingdom come ; Thy 
will be done ; as it is in heaven, so let it be done on the earth. 
Our bread that is to come, give us this day. Forgive (or remit) us 
our debts, as we also forgive what we have against them (our 
debtors). Do not bring us into temptation, but deliver us from the 
TOKijp^s ; For thine is the power and the authority (rule, or govern- 
ment) unto all ages. Amen. 

* St. Luke zi. 2-4 in Sahidic is not in print. 

< 4. Memphitic. (2nd-3rd Century ? ed. Schwartze, 1846.) St. 
Matt. vi. 9-12. BeniM et khen nipTikmi, J^e, — Our Father which 
art in the heavens, hallowed be Thy name ; Thy kingdom come ; 
Thy will be done, as in heaven, so on the earth. Our bread of to- 
morrow give us this day. And forgive (or remit) us our debts, as 
we also forgive (or remit) what we have against them, (our debtors). 
And bring us not into temptation, but deHver us from the evil. 

« 5. Bthiopic. (4th century ; ed. T. P. Piatt, British and Foreign 
Bible Society, 1830.) St. Matt. vi. 9-12. Ahwna zabasamdyat, ^c. 
— Our Father which art in the heavens, hallowed be Thy name ; 
Thy kingdom come ; Thy wiU be done, as in heaven, also on earth* 
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Our food of every day of ours give us to-day. And forgive us onr 
trespasses, as we also forgive them that have trespassed against ns. 
And bring ns not into temptation, bat save ns and deliver ns from 
all evil ; For Thine is the kingdom, power, and glory, nnto al^ges. 
Amen. 

' 6. Gothic. (4th Oentnry ; ed. De Gablentz and Lowe^Jif ass- 
man, 1867.) St. Matt. vi. 9-12. AUa vruar thu in hdminam, ^o. — 
Onr Father Then in the heavens, hallowed be Thy name ; Thy kingi 
dom oome ; Thy will be done (come to pass), as in heaven, so on 
earth. Onr bread of every day, give ns this day. And remit ns 
that which we may be owing, as we also remit to those who owe ns. 
And bring ns not into temptation, bnt loose (or deliver) ns from the 
evil ; For Thine is kingdom, and power, and glory (nnto ages) for 
ever. Amen. 

* There is no St. Lnke xi. in Gothic' 
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